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REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-44 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cragun et al. (US 5,973,683) in view of Collings (US 5,828,402). In light of 
foregoing amendments and the remarks presented herein, the Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrav^al of the Examiner's rejections and allowance of the subject 
application. 

Claim Rejections Under 103 

1) The Combined References Fail to Disclose All Elements of the Claims 

The Applicants respectfully assert that independent claim 1 is allowable because both 
Cragun and Collings fail to teach, suggest or disclose all the elements of the claim. Specifically, 
the cited references fail to disclose the steps of: 

"comparing the first finite time range specification with the reference time; 

allowing user review of user discemible information without user input or 
comparison of received content-based indicator with a content-based specification if the 
reference time is outside the first finite time range specification; 

comparing the selected content-based specification with the received content- 
based indicator when the reference time falls within the first finite time range 
specification; and 

impairing the program signal if the received content-based indicator exceeds the 
content-based specification." 

The claimed invention allows for the un-impeded user review of user discemible 
information, ie., the watching of any TV program, during a time period that falls outside a 
selected time range and the control of user review of user discemible information during a time 
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period that falls inside the selected time range. For example, if the selected finite time range 
specification is 5 am to 9 pm, during this finite time range TV program A is blocked or a user's 
viewing of program A is impaired if its content exceeds the content based specification. 
However, fi-om 9 pm to 5 am, which is a period of time, outside the finite time range of 5 am to 9 
pm, program A can be viewed without the inconvenience of having to manually disable the V- 
Chip and without the risk of forgetting to manually re-enable the V-Chip once viewing is 
complete. 

Cragun fails to disclose, teach or suggest this control method. A close examination of 
Fig. 5 and associated disclosure reveals that Cragun discusses a blackout or lock out time period 
in which the display is tumed off or scrambled or approved programs are viewed or another 
activity is suggested on the screen. Outside this time period, the Cragun method compares a 
program profile to a censorship setting and, in a first instance, if the program profile exceeds the 
censorship settings the display is again tumed off or scrambled or approved programs are 
displayed or another activity is suggested. In a second instance, the Cragun method employs a 
system of credits and debits associated with the viewing of programs with acceptable and 
unacceptable content - credits being awarded for acceptable program profiles that do not exceed 
censorship settings and debits being awarded for program profiles that do exceed censorship 
settings. If at the time of the content comparison the viewer does not have sufficient viewing 
credits, the display is again tumed off or scrambled or approved programs are viewed or another 
activity is suggested on the screen. Thus, an adult wanting to sit down and view a program 
unimpeded would have to manually disable the Cragun system and then manually re-enable the 
system when V-chip or content based controlled viewing is desired. 

Turning to Fig. 5 in detail, at block 76 the method requires the entry of a password that is 
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used at block 77 to locate a user profile. If a profile cannot be located, the method proceeds to 
block 102 which prevents activation of the display. (Col. 13, 11 30—35). An adult that wants 
unimpeded viewing would either have to disable the system/method or enter a password for a 
user profile that allows for unimpeded viewing. In addition to this initial inconvenience, this 
method carries with it the risk that the adult's profile will stay up on the system and viewing by 
others, such as children, will be unimpeded. 

Next, a determination is made as to whether the viewer is currently in a blackout or 
lockout time period interval in decision block 79 (coL 13, 11. 35-41). If the viewer is in a 
blackout period, a NO result is given and the television implements a display control method at 
block 75. The display control method can include turning off the display at block 78, scrambling 
the signal at block 101, finding an acceptable station at block 87 or suggesting an alternate 
activity at block 88. (col. 13, 11. 35-41). Each of these options involve control of the display and, 
therefore, include V-chip controlled viewing and, thus, is not a period of un-impeded viewing. 

If the viewer is outside of a blackout period, a YES result is given, which leads to the 
decision, at block 81, to compare the user profile with the program profile to determine if the 
censorship settings are compatible (Fig. 5; col. 13, 11, 47-50). If the settings are compatible, the 
viewer is permitted to watch the program. If the settings are not compatible, the system again 
reverts to the display control method (block 75), which can include turning off the display or 
scrambling the signal etc. (Fig. 5; col. 13, 11. 50-54). Altematively, the method proceeds to block 
82 to determine if viewer has a time allowance remaining or if any viewing credits remain. (Fig. 
5, col. 13, 11. 54-65) In either case, because a content comparison is performed, V-chip 
controlled viewing, not un-impeded viewing, is employed. Thus, Cragun does not disclose a 
method wherein unimpeded program viewing is allowed outside a finite time period and wherein 
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V-chip controlled or content-based controlled viewing is employed during the finite time period. 

CoUings, like Cragun, also fails to teach, disclose or suggest the claimed method as 
claimed in claim 1 . CoUings is directed to techniques for selectively blocking content on a 
television. Although CoUings may enable disabling of the V-chip and allow un-impeded 
viewing, the viewer must do so by entering a PIN to override the blocking function. This 
override is in place for a period of time, ie., sleep mode, or until the program ends. (Col. 12, 11. 
44-52) Alternatively, the viewer my enter the ColHngs menu structure to disable blocking or put 
it in "Sleep" for a period of time, e.g., 1.0 hour, but not for a finite time period of, e.g., 5 am to 9 
pm (Figs. 5 A and 5B; col. 17, 11. 1-31). The "Viewing Times" provision of CoUings is un- 
related to unimpeded viewing as it provides complete blocking of all viewing for a given period 
of time. Thus, CoUings requires user/viewer input to allow unimpeded viewing and user/viewer 
input to then enable impededA^-chip controlled viewing. 

In contrast, the method recited in claim 1 automatically allows unimpeded viewing once 
the specified time period has ended and automatically enables V-chip or content based controlled 
viewing once the specified time period begins. Any user, such as a parent or adult, can view the 
consumer electronics device without intrusion from the V-chip (see, for example, application, p. 
13, 11. 1 1-22). Also, there is no concern with the parent inadvertently leaving the V-chip in a 
disabled state, because the claimed system is automatically re-enabled upon the beginning of the 
next time period. This reduces the risk that a child will gain access to the television and view 
restricted programming without consent. 

Because all of the cited references fail to teach the claimed method as recited in claim 1, 
the Applicants respectfiiUy request that the rejection to claim 1 be withdrawal. Also, because 
independent claims 13, 19 and 25 include language similar to that of claim 1, the Applicants 
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respectfully request that the rejections to those claims be withdrawn as well. 
Conclusion 

Applicant's respectfully submit that independent claims 1, 13, 19 and 25 are in condition 
for allowance. Furthermore, because dependent claims 2-12, 14-18, 20-24 and 26-46 depend 
therefrom. Applicant's respectfully submit that these claims are in like condition for allowance. 
Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of the application is requested. If the Examiner has 
any questions or comments, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at (949) 567-6700. 



Respectfully submitted, 

ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP 



Dated: January 20, 2005 




Reg. No. 38,358 



4 Park Plaza, Suite 1600 
Irvine, CA 92614-2558 
Tel. 949-567-6700 
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